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Amendm^p^t s jp the Drmrin^ 

Proposed replacement drawings are submitted herewith for Figs. 7B and 71>. In Fig. 7B, 
a typogmphical eixor is corrected, replacing "Sectors- with "Vectors" in the commentary near the 
end of the figure. In Fig. 7D. a missing «%end%" statement (i.e., closing syn tax) is added as a 
new line prior to the final •*}". No new matter is mtroduced with these coirections. 
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The spedfication has been amended Claims 1 - 3, 5 - 7, 16, 20 - 21, and 26 - 27 have 
hem amended. No new matter has been introduced with these ameradments, all of which are 
supported in the specification as originally filed Claims 8 - 1 5, 17 - 1 9, and 22 - 25 have been 
cancelled fiom the application without prejudice. Claims 1 - 7, 1 6, 20 - 2U and 26 - 27 remain in 
the application. 

I. Drawinpr f !oirections 

Ptoposed replacement drawings are sutanitted herewilfa for Figs. 7B and 7D, as discossed 
above in "^Amendments to the Diawings**. No new matter is introduced. 

Paragraph 3 of the OfBce Action dated January 13, 2005 (hereinafter, *the Office 
Action**) states that Claim 25 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being of improper 
dependent form for jfoiling to further limit the subject matter of a previous clainL Claim 25 has 
been cancelled jBr<Mn the qiplication without prejudice^ thus rendering the objection moot The 
Examiner is therefore respeulfully requested to withdraw ibc objection. 

m. Reieotion under 35 U.S.C. Sim 

Paragraph 4 of the Office Action states that Claims 1 - 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C- 
§101 because the claimed invention is dkected to non-^statutory subject matter. The phrase 
"computer-implem^ited'' has been added to die |»eamble of Claim I , \AAch Applicant believes 
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will resolve the Examiner's ooocem- The Exmunet is thetefoie respectfully nquested to 
withdraw the §101 rejectioii. 



IV. Rfiiectiominder35 U.S.C. S| Q?/q) 

Piatagraph 6 of the Office Action states that Claims 1 - 2, 4 - 1 1 , 1 6, 1 9, 20, and 26 - 27 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by U. S. Patent 6,199,195 to Goodwin 
et al. Claims 8 - U and 19 have been cancelled fiom the af^Ucalion without prejudice, rendering 
Ihe rejection moot as to those claims. This rejection is resi>ectfi]lly tranrersed with t^ard to 
temaining Claims 1 -2,4-7, 16, 20, and 26 - 27. 

Applicant has amended his independent Claims 1 , 26, and 27 herein to more clearly 
specify limitatiotts of his invention. In particular, these claims explicitly specify "detecting, 
during run-time processing of amachine-nroeeMAhl^ H^tjon of a net work-invocable senriee. a 
reference to a structured language specification; locating, responsive to the detection, the 
refixenced stnictured language qiecification, the structured language specification encoded in a 
structured markup language and snedfving messae e syntax definitions for one <yr p ww* '""^'Piffr? 
ua.ble for interacting with the netw ork-invDcable service: locating, responsive to the detection, a 
template that ^)ecii^ an image for generated code and qiecifies yvbeie corresponding portions 
of message syntax definitions are to be substituted thaein; and generating the code .. .to be 
dYnjm)|cjiHY available for smriinp remirst messaiais t o . and receiving response m eayty^ frrim , 
tfaenetworit-invocable service (Oaim 1, lines 4 - 15, emphasis added). 
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Applicant respectfully submits that Goodwin's teachings do not address message syntax 
definitions (Claim 1, line 8 nor generating code be dynamically available for sending 

request messages to, and receiving response messages ftom. [a] ne^Ao^k"invocable service^* 
(Claim U lines 14 - 15) according to such message syntax definitions. (While Goodwin does 
refer to "CORB A interfiles". Applicant respectfully submits that CORB A interfeces do not 
represent messages. CORBA uses an Interface Definition Language, or "IDL", to i^nesent an 
object. The IDL does set define a message or message syntax definition for that object, nor does 
it provide code thai, when executed. Mall build an instance of the message for sendii^ " and 
so forth, in contrast to tfie limitations in i^licant's independ<mt claims.) 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that his independent Claims 1, 26, and 27 are 
patentable ov^ Goodwin, and that his dependent Claims 2, 4- 7, 16, and 20 are patentable (infer 
alia) by virtue of their dependency thereupon. The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested 
to withdraw the § 102 rejection. 

V. Rejection Under 35 U,S.C. SI 01 

Paragrs5)h 7 of the OflBce Action states that Claims 12 - 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Goodwin (and also discusses a rejection of Claim J). 
Paragr^h 8 of the Office Action states that Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goodwin in view of U. S. Patent 6,393^31 to Chetta et al. 
Paragraph 9 of the QflSce Action states that Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Goodwin in view of U. S. Patent Application 2003/0126136 Al to 
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Qmoigui. Paragraph 10 of the Office Actioo states that Oaims 22 - 25 aw r^ected under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentsble over to Goodwin in view of U. S. Patent 6^85,618 to Ng. 
Claims 12 - 15, 17-18, and 22 - 25 have been cancelled from the apph'cation without prejudice, 
rradeiing nyections moot as to those claims. Hiese lejections aie respcctfiilly tramsed widi 
legaid to ranaJning Claims 3 and 21. 

As discussed above, i^Itcant lespectfidtf submits that Goodwin fails to teach 
limitations of his independent Claims 1 , 26, and 27. Accordingly. Goodwin cannot be eombmed 
with tedtedinfieieiices to tender dependent Claims 3 and 21 uzqi^^ Furdiennote, 
Applicant feils to find any teaching in Omigui (cited for Claim 21) of "detecting, during nm-time 
processing locating, responsive to the detection, the referoiced structured hmgua^ 
$pecificati<nt ..." (Claim 1, lines 4 - 9) and thai generating code. The Examine is tiierefoie 
re^jectfolly requested to withdraw the §103 rejection. 

VI. Conclusion 

AppUcant respectfldfy requests reoonsidemtion of die pending rejected claims, 
withdrawal of all presently outstanding objecdoas and rejections, and allowance of all remainii^ 
claims at an early date. 
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Respectfully sabmitted. 




Attorney for Applicant 
Rfig. No. 40,999 

Customer Ninnber f<M- Correspondence: 43168 
Phone: 407-343-7586 
Fax: 407-343-7587 

Attachment: R^lacement Sheets (2) 
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